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Art Unit: 2164 

DETAILED ACTION 



1 . This action is in response to Amendment filed on 12/12/2006. 

2. Claims 1 and 6 have been amended. Currently, claims 1-32 are pending. 

3. The filed Terminal Disclaimer and amendment of claims are effective to overcome the 
Double Patenting rejection. 

Response to Arguments 



4. Applicant's arguments with respect to amended claim 1 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Objections 

5. Claim 10 is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of improper dependent form for 
failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is required to cancel the 
claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper dependent form, or rewrite the 
claim(s) in independent form. 

6. Claim 2-17 and 19-32 are objected to as being of improper dependent form: The "A" at 
the beginning of the claims must be deleted and replaced by "The". 



Application/Control Number: 10/729,878 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2164 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



7. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

8. Claims 16, 17, 3 1 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 16 recites the limitation "the identified attributes" in line 2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 17 recites the limitation "identified relational facts" in line 2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 31 recites the limitation "the identified attributes" in line 1. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claim 32 recites the limitation "identified relation types" in line 2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 



Appropriate corrections are required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 



9. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 



10. Claims l-5 5 9-21 and 25-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Regarding claims 1 and 18, these claims recite the process of producing structured data 
from unstructured free text, but fail to recite a tangible result. 

For a result to be tangible, it must be more than just a thought or a computation; it must 
have real-world value rather than an abstract result. What has been generated, determined, 
calculated, selected or decided, etc. without using what has been generated, determined, 
calculated, selected, decided, etc. in a disclosed practical application or at least making what has 
been generated, determined, calculated, selected, decided, etc. available for use through some 
form of conveyance (for example, display, print, sound, transmission, etc.) or at least temporary 
storage somewhere is not considered a tangible result. For instance, note that the limitations of 
claims 6-8 and 22-24 are not rejected, since they recite the function of storing the data resulting 
from the production step in a database or a file, whereas (for instance), claim 1 merely cites 
'producing a structured data element' as the result. 
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Claims 2-5, 9-17, 19-21 and 25-32 are rejected as incorporating the deficiencies of claims 
1 and 18 upon which they depend respectively. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

12. Claims 18-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Gaizauskas et 
ah ("Information Extraction: Beyond Document Retrieval", Computational Linguistics Society 
of R.O.C., August 1998). 

As to claim 1 8, Gaizauskas et al. teach: 
"A method for producing structured data from unstructured free text" (see Abstract and [page 17, 
paragraph 2]), comprising the steps of: 

"accessing a source of unstructured data, the unstructured data including free text" (see 
[page 17, paragraph 2] and [page 24, paragraph 2]); 

"identifying text records within the free text" (see [page 17, paragraph 2] and [page 44, 
paragraphs 3 and 4] where the disclosure of applying domain-specific lexically-triggered patterns 
to identify information for extracting implies identifying corresponding patterns such as phrase 
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or sentence within the text which is equivalent to Applicant 's "text records"; also see [page 34, 
paragraphs 3-6]); 

"parsing the identified text records" (see [page 19, paragraph 1] and [page 44, paragraph 
4] wherein a sentence or phrase from the text is equivalent to Applicant 's "text records"; also see 
[page 38, paragraph 2-3]); 

"identifying roles with the parsed text records, said identifying producing attribute 
extractions, each of said attribute extractions containing role information of the derived source 
text" (see [page 21, paragraph 2] and [page 22, paragraphs 2-3]); 

"applying caseframes to the attribute extractions, said applying caseframes producing a 
filtered set of attribute extractions" (see [page 22, paragraph 3], [page 23, first paragraph] and 
[page 44, last paragraph] ); and 

"producing a structured data elements containing the filtered set of extractions" (see 
Abstract and [page 21, paragraph 1] wherein structured record is equivalent to Applicant 's 
"structured data element"). 

As to claim 19, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
18 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Gaizauskas et al. teach: 

"identifying domains of filtered set of attribute extractions" (see [page 21, paragraph 2] 
and [page 22, paragraph 1] wherein the disclosure of using sketchy scripts for sixty situations to 
extract information from news stories in domains ranging from earthquakes to labour strikes 
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indicates that domains must be identified in order to use specific scripts to extract corresponding 
information as illustrated in Applicant 's claim language; also see [page 24, paragraph 2]). 

As to claim 20, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 

19 and is similarly rejected including the following: 

Gaizauskas et al. teach: 

"assigning domain roles" (see [page 22, paragraphs 2-3] wherein using script-driven 
predictions to identify actors (such as originating customer, originating bank, receiving bank, 
etc.) is an example of assigning domain roles; or the disclosure of "what was to be extracted 
were roles in particular historical events, such as..." is another example of assigning domain 
roles as illustrated in Applicant 's claim language). 

As to claim 21, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 

20 and is similarly rejected including the following: 

Gaizauskas et al. teach: 

"producing relation types" (see Abstract and [page 19, paragraph 1] wherein grammatical 
variation (active/passive) or lexical variation ('named to' vs. 'took the helm') are examples of 
relation types; also see [page 22, paragraph 3] wherein semantic relations is equivalent to 
Applicant 's "relation types"). 

As to claim 22, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
18 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
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Gaizauskas et al. teach: 

"creating a new database containing the structured data element produced in said 
producing" (see Abstract, [page 17, paragraph 2], [page 33, paragraph 3] and [page 48, 
paragraph 7]). 

As to claim 23, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
18 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Gaizauskas et al. teach: 

"producing a new relational database containing the structured data element produced in 
said producing a structured data element" (see [page 52, paragraph 3] wherein conventional 
databases can be accessed with SQL query processors are relational databases; also see [page 21 , 
paragraph 1]). 

As to claim 24, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
18 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Gaizauskas et al, teach: 

"producing a file containing the structured data element produced in said producing a 
structured data element" (see Abstract and Figure 1 wherein template or structured database is 
equivalent to Applicant 's "file"). 



As to claim 25, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
24 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
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Gaizauskas et al. teach: 

"a file is produced having a format containing the structured data element selected from 
the group of XML, character separated values, spreadsheet formats and file-based database 
structures" (see Abstract, Figure Id , [page 21, paragraph 1], [page 43, paragraph 2], [page 48, 
paragraphs 6-7], [page 49, paragraph 1]). 

As to claim 26, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
18 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Gaizauskas et al. teach: 

"the performing of said producing includes reference information to the original free text 
for construed data" (see [page 17, paragraph 2] wherein the disclosure of constructing indices 
into the source texts implies the inclusion of reference information as illustrated in Applicant 's 
claim language). 

As to claim 27, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
18 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Gaizauskas et al. teach: 

"constructing a library containing extracted attributes" (see [page 39, paragraphs 2-4] and 
[page 40 paragraphs 1-2] wherein attribute knowledge base is equivalent to Applicant 's "library 
containing extracted attributes"). 
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As to claim 28, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
18 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Gaizauskas et al. teach: 

"constructing a library containing extracted relational facts 1 ' (see [page 22, paragraph 2] 
wherein a template of 'fact extraction' system containing extracted information about company 
earnings and dividends is equivalent to Applicant 's "a library containing extracted relational 
facts"). 

As to claim 29, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
18 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Gaizauskas et al. teach: 

"combining like relation types" (see [page 42, paragraph 3] for the disclosure of merging 
the logical object of the naming event with the logical subject of the naming event). 

As to claim 30, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
18 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Gaizauskas et al. teach: 

"combining like attributes" (see [page 18, paragraph 3-7] and [page 19, paragraph 1] 
wherein to extract a fact such as disclosed from each of alternative formulations, it must include 
the combination of like attributes which play different roles in different sentences (1), (2) and 
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As to claim 31, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
18 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Gaizauskas et al. teach: 

"coalescing the identified attributes 55 (see [page 22, paragraph 2] wherein identified actors 
as disclosed are equivalent to Applicant 's "identified attributes", and filling in a template with 
identified actors is equivalent to Applicant 's claim language; also see [page 50, paragraph 1]). 

As to claim 32, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
18 and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Gaizauskas et al. teach: 

"coalescing identified relation types" (see [page 22, paragraph 3] wherein semantic 
relations is equivalent to Applicant 's "relation types 55 and the disclosure of capturing certain 
semantic relations is equivalent to Applicant 's claim language; also see [page 33, paragraph 2] 
wherein caseframes represent different relation types). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

13. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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14. Claims 1-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rao et ah 
(Publication No US 2003/0120458) in view of Gaizauskas et al. ("Information Extraction: 
Beyond Document Retrieval", 1998). 

As to claim 1 , Rao et al. teaches: 
"A computer program product located on one or more storage media devices usable to produce 
structured data from unstructured free text" (see Abstract), said computer program product 
comprising instructions executable by a computer to perform the functions of: 

"accessing a source of data records that contain structured and unstructured data, the 
unstructured data including free text, and the unstructured data of a particular record containing 
information related to the structured data in that record" (see Fig. 2, [0008], [0018], [0033]- 
[0035] wherein each computerized patent record (CPR) is equivalent to Applicant 's "data 
record"); 

"linguistically parsing the free text" (see [0081]); 

"extracting multiple-dimensional relational facts from the parsed free text, the multiple 
dimensional relational facts relating to the structured data of the data record from which the free 
text was taken, and the multiple-dimensional relational facts including a plurality of attributes 
derived from the free text" (see [0035], [0036] and [0039]-[0044] wherein extracted information 
regarding a patient is equivalent to Applicant 's "multiple-dimensional relational facts"); and 

"producing a structured data element containing the filtered set of extractions" (see 
[003 5] -[003 7] wherein each patient state is equivalent to Applicant 's "structured data element"; 
also see [0043] for element with name "Cancer", value "True" and confidence 0.9). 



Application/Control Number: 10/729,878 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2164 

Rao et al. does not teach: 

"said extracting step including identifying roles within the parsed text records, each of 
said extractions containing role information"; and 

"applying case frames to the extractions, said applying caseframes producing a filtered set 
of attribute extractions". 

Gaizauskas et al, teaches : 

"said extracting step including identifying roles within the parsed text records, each of 
said extractions containing role information" (see [page 21, paragraph 2] and [page 22, 
paragraph 2-3] for ); and 

"applying caseframes to extractions, said applying caseframes producing a filtered set of 
attribute extractions" (see [page 22, paragraph 3] and [page 23, first paragraph]). 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Rao et al. by the teaching of Gaizauskas et al. to add the 
features of identifying roles within the parsed text record and applying caseframes to extractions 
since both Rao et al. and Gaizauskas et al. pursue in the field of generating structured data from 
text and adding these features provides more effective system because conceptual natural 
language processing systems usually rely on case frame instantiation to recognize events and role 
objects in text and the case frames generate more cohesive output and produce fewer false hits 
than the original extraction patterns. 

As to claim 2, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 1, 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 
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Rao et al. as modified teaches: 

"identifying domains of the filtered set of attribute extractions" (see [0010] for the use of 
domain-specific criteria to infer patient states wherein each patient state is equivalent to 
Applicant 's "filtered set of attribute extractions" and domain must be identified to be able to 
select the domain-specific criteria as disclosed). 

As to claim 3, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 2, 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Rao et al. as modified does not teach: 

"assigning domain roles to the extractions". N 
Gaizauskas et al. teaches: 

"assigning domain roles to the extractions" (see [page 22, last paragraph] for the 
disclosure of what was to be extracted were roles in particular historical events); and 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have modified Rao et al. by the teaching of Gaizauskas et al. to add the 
feature of assigning domain roles to the extractions since both Rao et al. and Gaizauskas et al. 
pursue in the field of generating structured data from text and adding this feature provides the 
system an effective way to identifying the types of information that need to be recognized. 

As to claim 4, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 3, 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Rao et al. as modified teaches: 
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"producing relation types" (see [0036] wherein each pieces of information or element 
regarding the patient or each probabilistic assertion is equivalent to Applicant 's "relation type"). 

As to claim 5, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 4, 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Rao et al. as modified teaches: 

"coalescing the produced relation types" (see [0036] and [0037] for the combination 
component). 

As to claim 6, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 1, 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Rao et al. as modified teaches: 

"integrating said relational facts to the structured data of the data record to which they 
relate" (see [0035]-[0037], [0045], [0046] and [0071] wherein the structured CPR includes both 
structured data of the patient record and relational facts (patent states)), and 

"creating a new database containing the structured data element produced in said 
producing a structured data element" (see Abstract, [0020] and [0031] wherein data warehouse 
system that contains structured CPR generated by the mining process is equivalent to Applicant 's 
"new database"). 

As to claim 7, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 1, 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 
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Rao et al. as modified teaches: 

"produce a new relational database containing the structured data element produced in 
said producing a structured data element" (see [0080] for the support of relational database). 

As to claim 8, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 1 5 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Rao et al. as modified teaches: 

"producing a file containing the structured data element produced in said producing a 
structured data element" (see Abstract, Fig. 3, and [0070]-[0071] wherein the structured CPR is 
equivalent to Applicant 's "structured data element" and it must be stored in a file). 

As to claim 9, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 5, 
and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Rao et al. as modified teaches: 

"produce a file having a format containing the structured data element selected from the 
group of SML, character separate values, spreadsheet formats and file-based database structures" 
(see [0032] and [0070]-[0071]). . 

As to claim 10, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claims 
1 and 9 respectively, and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Rao et al. as modified teaches: 
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"a computer system including a computer program product according to claim 1 , further 
comprising: a processing unit coupled to said one or more storage media devices, said processing 
unit being capable of executing said instructions, and an execution command unit, whereby . 
operation of said instructions and said processing unit may be commanded or controlled" (see 
[0026]-[0030]). 

As to claim 1 1, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
1, and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Rao et al. as modified teaches: 

"wherein the structured data element produced by the performance of said producing 
including reference information to the original free text for construed data" (see [0070]-[0071] 
wherein information to identify an individual patient is a reference between the original CPR 
(which including original free text [0034]) and the structured CPR (structured data element) of 
that individual patient). 

As to claim 12, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
1, and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Rao et al. as modified teaches: 

"construct a library containing extracted attributes" (see [0039]-[0043] wherein domain 
knowledge base is equivalent to Applicant 's "library containing extracted attributes"). 
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As to claim 13, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
1, and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Rao et al. as modified teaches: 

"construct a library containing extracted relational facts" (see [0039]-[0043] wherein 
disease-specific knowledge base is equivalent to Applicant 's "library containing extracted 
relational facts"). 

As to claim 14, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
1, and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Rao et al. as modified teaches: 

"combining like relation types" (see [0036] and [0043] for combining all the elements 
that refer to the same variable wherein element as disclosed is equivalent to A pplicant 's "relation 
type"). 

As to claim 15, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
1, and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Rao et al. as modified teaches: 
"combining like attributes" (see [0053]). 



As to claim 16, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
1, and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Rao et al. as modified teaches: 
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"coalescing the identified attributes" (see [0043] for uniting attributes "name", "value", 
and "confidence"). 

As to claim 17, this claim is rejected based on arguments given above for rejected claim 
1, and is similarly rejected including the following: 
Rao et al. as modified teaches: 

"coalescing identified relational facts" (see [0037] for state sequence including a set of 
patient states at different points in time during the patient's treatment wherein patient state 
represents relational facts extracted from patient record). 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Phuong-Thao Cao whose telephone number is (571) 272-2735. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM (Mon - Fri). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Rones can be reached on (571) 272-4085. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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